Introduction
Government capacity in general is understood from an intraorganizational perspective-dealing with issues within the bureaucracy (Gargan, 1981; Burgess, 1975; Diamond, 2004) . By capacity, it often refers to how governments manage with their daily issues. To be more specific, it is government's intrinsic ability to marshal, develop, direct and control its financial, human, physical and information resources (Meier 1988; Meier and Kleiman 1995; Meier and McFarlane 1995; Malysa 1996; Gargan 1968; Honadle 1981) . In this sense, capacity concerns to what extend do governments manage resources effectively. Thus government capacity rests upon the quality of human capital, sufficient resources and an effective management system. One may have noticed that capacity building from this perspective does not focus on the outside much. By linking the outside to enrich the concept, it means to acknowledge the inputs of those who are not in government agencies. As service delivery comes to be on the top agenda of governments, there is a need to revisit capacity at the local level by linking the "outside" to better define it. By outside, it means those whose inputs used to provide services are not from the same organization (Ostrom 1996) .
Recent studies have shown an increasing inquiry of citizens' engagement in providing public services (Alford, 2012) . Citizens' efforts and contributions are found to be a necessary component in the collaborative relationship with local authorities. This inquiry of citizens' engagement gradually developed into one stream of intensive study named citizen co-production, first coined in Gersuny and Rosengren's seminal work in 1973. Citizen co-production theory proposes that citizens are capable in producing efficient services through participation (Ostrom, 1981) . Their participation has significant impact on local government operation, specifically the performance which is often defined through three dimensions known as "3E": efficiency, effectiveness and economy (Epstein 1984; OECD 1997; Heinrich & Lynn, 2000) . Criteria of evaluating government performance are centered on the quality and quantity of public services. While public administration scholars tend to take a broader perspective in operationalizing performance (Walker et al. 2010) . For example, responsiveness and equity are important dimensions in service delivery. Questions of responsive delivery, equal access to services and citizen engagement in service delivery concern a more concrete understanding of performance. Based on Prominent researches on government capacity building are mainly centered in Western literature. Findings from those studies suggest that they failed to address problems of the external constraints upon the capacity of local authorities. Moreover, they did not discuss citizens' role that much in strengthening the implementation capacity in service provision. How is it possible to enhance government capacity to provide efficient services without supplement measures taken at the local level? This paper believes that citizens' input as a new element should be considered as another important dimension of capacity. It also maintains that there should be a partnership between government agencies and citizens to achieve a valued outcome. As modern governments evolved, they began to rely more on citizens other than their own government officials to perform some of their activities (Schultz 1977; Rose and Miller 1992; Self 1993; Smith and Lipsky 1993) . With increasing citizen engagement, their efforts add to the optimization of policy arrangements originally designed by government agencies. Studies have shown that the establishment of a partnership between government agencies and citizens is beneficial and effective in service delivery (Alford 2009; Pestoff et al. 2012 ). This partnership, argued in the study, is likely to be achieved through co-production. By co-production, citizens will be empowered to contribute more of their resources and knowledge. Their efforts and participation are able to optimize service decisions and consequently lead to structural change to government agencies for higher capacity. In order to address the relationship of government capacity and citizen co-production, this paper aims to explore which type of capacity is most important in achieving effective citizen co-production.
The study seeks to make three contributions to the literature on local government capacity. First, it helps to bring the conceptual ambiguity to clarity. By clarifying the concept, it attempts to assess what is missing by integrating relevant theories and evidence of various sorts. A working definition of capacity in this research will be generated from integration of both Western and Eastern interpretations. Thus a new dimension collaborative capacity developed in this study rests upon the acknowledgement of the citizen factor in service delivery by absorbing findings from identification or conceptualization of the term. It is the capability of engaging citizens in service provision by combining or utilizing their inputs to achieve an anticipated outcome. It is also developed by taking a China perspective into consideration. In response to this, the study formulates a theoretical framework (see Table 1 ) that characterizes four main dimensions of government capacity. The new dimension developed by this study is an attempt to enhance the theoretical framework and clarify this multifaceted concept from interpretations across West-East studies. Second, it aims to explore a new relationship of government capacity and citizen co-production, never studied in public administration research. This contributes to add to the growing body of evidence on the holistic feature of capacity study due to the lack of wellestablished research targeting on citizen co-production and its impact on capacity building of local governments. Exploration on the new relationship of government capacity and citizen co-production has the potential to pursue research advancement. available on government capacity by integrating the theories and analyses from empirical research appeared in the leading public administration journals. This helps to articulate the evidence valuable for the continuous research on local government capacity, citizen co-production and the linkage of the two.
The structure of the paper is as follows. It first examined theoretical perspectives on local government capacity and citizen coproduction. Second, it places its analytic focus on local government due to methodological reasons. Then, the researcher reports the nature of the prior studies which are reviewed. Following this, the study sets itself in the context of China. Methods used in the study are meta-analyses to report the evidence. The findings suggest an inconsistent exploration of topics local government capacity, capacity building and some related concepts.
A theoretical review on government capacity and citizen co-production
Over the years, various definitions were provided for government capacity, but it seems difficult to provide a clear definition that covers all features of capacity and fits in public service settings. Burgess (1975) once suggested government capacity cover three dimensions: policy dimension, resource dimension and program dimension. Similarly, the GPP considers government capacity mainly as financial management capacity, infrastructure management capacity and human resource management capacity (Ingraham et al. 2003) . Both of the two are organizational-based observations. As more governments worldwide are going through a social transformation toward a service-oriented approach, their capacity to govern within organizations may not be able to address all sorts of problems, particularly issues at the local level, where local authorities are in a better position to provide services that meet the demands of their people. Thus capacity in meaning faces a need to be refined for the right mix of different dimensions. This paper develops the collaborative capacity in service delivery by integrating another three dimensions identified by GPP in clarifying the concept.
Related studies can be found in literature of government management, policy capacity, implementation capacity, government performance etc. They are all central to the issue of capacity building for governments. In Western public administration literature, government capacity is mainly perceived through an intraorganizational perspective (Gargan, 1981; Burgess, 1975; Diamond, 2004) . Big questions of capacity building have revolved around strategy formulation and performance measurement within organizations. Due to methodological limitations, empirical studies on this topic are few. In Chinese public administration literature, research on government capacity is scarce in terms of definition, empirical analyses and findings (Wu, He, Sun, 2013) . Despite of the progress made in moving capacity study forward, the vagueness of the concept remains unsolved. In this respect, a comprehensive approach to fully examine capacity becomes important.
Insights into the West
The literature on government capacity over the past fifty years has revealed different dimensions (Honadle 1981) . Among them, there are two main streams. One stream takes the top-down approach with an internal focus. Another stream addresses an external focus by taking a bottom-up approach. The internal focus looks into the function of the government, particularly emphasizing the decisionmaking process where eventual policy performance is from. The topdown approach gathers broad views in understanding government capacity by adopting organization theories in analyses. It emphasizes an efficient operation of government agencies. The Tennessee Municipal League (1976) once defined the concept built into the organizational structure on a continuing basis. Similar views are shared suggesting that government capacity is a type of ability to identify problems, develop and evaluate policy alternatives for tackling them and carry out government programs (Howitt 1977) . Akin to these observations, Cuthill and Fien (2005) proposed three elements of government capacity from an organization point of view: local community, accountable and transparent participatory policy and processes. This perception advocates a need for the development of supportive organizational culture where capacity grows. In light of the above, Ingraham and Kneedler (2000) put the concept straightforward: it is an ability of utilizing resources to support its discharge of policies and programs. Another proponent of this understanding notes that it is the effective existence of the tools that enable governments at the local level to perform successfully (Fiszbein, 1997) . More concrete discussions of government capacity building are found in some big projects initiated by the government, for example the Government Performance Project in the U.S. Known as GPP, it identifies three important types of capacity: financial management capacity, infrastructure management capacity and human resources management capacity. Evidence for the identification is from empirical findings by investigating the management system in all fifty states, the thirty-five largest cities, forty large counties and twenty-seven federal agencies in the U.S. (Ingraham et al.2003) .
The external focus emphasizes citizen factors in viewing government capacity. As governments move toward greater emphasis on outcomes, this focus tend to add new elements to improve understanding for instance response to the public, service quality and quantity, partnership etc. To achieve this, the external focus further argues for a fundamental transformation in government agencies, to deregulate and to devolve for efficient service delivery processes. The goal to lead such a transformation relies on a bidirectional relationship that needs to be build, particularly the interaction among the expectations of observers and participants, the resources available to solve problems and the problems that local authorities face (Gargan 1981) . A similar view focuses on the quality aspect in service delivery. It sees the importance of service outcome evaluation and its influence that are embodied in government capacity. The influence of service outcome is manifested in a broad array of activities through citizen participation. The process of participation serves as an engine for governments to produce more responsive and efficient public goods and services (Hawkins, 1980) . In all, definitions and interpretations of government capacity vary in terms of the theoretical framework and contexts. By concretely defining government capacity, it will be better to settle down on a specific context. Earlier work has identified some distinctive characters of government capacity, leaving examinations for extensiveness and comprehensiveness largely unexplored. Besides GPP as introduced above, Capacity Building Programs (CBP) is also an example of relatively extensive evaluation of government capacity. CBP is initiated to strengthen government capacity in service delivery to meet locally determined objectives (Nunn 2007) . This project links government capacity to service outcomes by specifying potential impacts that government agencies have for management.
Service delivery is as important as economic development or social stability for a country because they have reliance on local service provision processes and share with local authorities the responsibility of enforcement in service provision. Local governments are important service providers because they are the closest to citizens (Lipsky 2010). The ability of maintaining the wellbeing of citizens is critical to their capacity in service provision especially at the local level. Throughout centuries, no matter in the West or in the East, the quality of citizens' life has long been a central goal that is prominent in local authorities' strategies for better service delivery outcomes. With more deregulation and devolvement in government agencies, more external factors are engaged in public service delivery. Governments began to rely more on the public other than their own employees to perform some service programs (Schultz 1977; Rose and Miller 1992; Self 1993; Smith and Lipsky 1993; Alford 2012) . One noticeable move was the renewed attention to citizen co-production in service delivery. Etzioni (1994) named it as a revival of the "spirit of community" which attracted attention from not only affected citizens but also local authorities. Rebuilding the service circle serves an essential underpinning to facilitate citizen co-production in public services. As marketization deepens, circumstances are ripe to change the traditional pattern which is the top-down approach to service delivery. This change entails a collaborative relationship to be built between citizens and government agencies. Since New Public Management, Western countries for example UK, US and Australia initiated many coproductive arrangements to improve the efficiency of services and movement agencies as well. Co-production of various kinds therefore becomes very much on the agenda of governments (Alford 2009).
To anticipate and explain citizen co-production, the study reflected the origin of the concept: coined in the 1970s, generated interest in 1980s and received sporadic discussion in the mid-1990s. Now it has grown in importance. The notion of citizen co-production covers a wider range of activities. Ostrom's (1973) definition which is "the process through which inputs used to produce a good or service are contributed by individuals who are no in the organization" has more specific focus. It points to the role of citizens to play in delivering services for efficient outcomes. The significant analysis of Ostrom raised extensive discussions of whether citizens' and governments' input are substitutable or whether citizens' efforts are complementary to those who already received services by government agencies (Cahn and Gray 2012). According to Ostrom, the co-production perception sought to raise the problem that "collaboration between those who supply a service and those who use a service is essential if most public services are to yield the desired results" (Ostrom 1977) . It acknowledges and reflects the inadequacy of citizen participation concept which fails to recognize citizens' impact and contributions to service delivery (Bjur and Siegel, 1977; Wildavsky, 1979) . Citizen co-production goes beyond the process where citizens simply engage or volunteer; it places its focus on service delivery rather than policy formation. Different from citizen participation, citizen co-production is conceived as a value-creating process which emphasizes more on service outcomes (Bovaird and Loffler 2012; Pestoff 2012) . In this sense, the coproduction perspective cares about whether citizen's contribution will make any change to the outcome, rather than caring about whether interactions between government agencies and citizens happen or not.
Definitions of citizen co-production range from "joint efforts of government agencies and citizens contributing to service outcomes" to "a partnership between government agencies and citizens in service delivery". They vary in terms of identifying different actors, agents and organizations involved in service provision. Early interpretations in the late 1970 and 1980s believed that the production of services is different from goods. It was difficult to achieve anticipated outcomes without active participation of those receiving services (Ostrom 1977; Pestoff 2012) . Gradually scholars with an economics and public management background developed the term co-production to describe the potential relationship that could exist between regular service providers and service receivers. Rich (1981) shared this understanding by identifying co-production as the combined efforts of citizens and governments with the outcome of affecting both quality and quantity of public services. In line with this, Whitaker (1980) suggested three important components associated with co-production: citizens' demands for services, their input or assistance and the interaction with government agencies. The initial focus of this concept is the ability and potential of citizens in producing services, despite their ramification of engagement. They constitute a necessary part of coproduction in services. As to the question of what constitute citizen co-production as a whole, it requires more sources of evidence to explain. Study trying to answer the question considers co-production as any active behavior by anyone outside the government agency (Alford, 2009). It proposes three components that constitute coproduction: independent action, voluntary as least partly and valuecreating in the form of either outputs or outcomes.
When applied to different co-producers, Bovaird (2007) offered another definition of co-production: "user and community coproduction is the provision of services through regular, long-term relationships between professionalized service providers and service users and or other members of the community, where all parties make substantial resource contributions". This definition considers a broad range of co-producers including not only individual citizens but communities and voluntary groups. It recognizes that each type of group are able to engage and impact on the outcome. Following this, Bovaird and Loeffler (2007) identified seven specific dimensions in explaining the joint efforts with citizens: co-planning, co-design, co-prioritization, co-financing, comanagement, co-delivery and co-assessment. Inspired by this observation, approaches to the co-production process and its impact emerge from a stream of research on public management (Alford, Among them, Alford (2009) conducted case studies across different types of services in Australia, regarding citizen co-production as an essentially voluntary action, either through personal intension or community compliance. It takes place through a certain degree of partnering. In a similar vein, the British Cabinet Office takes a partnership proposition in understanding the notion (Horne and Shirley 2009). Pestoff (2012) examined third sector social services in Europe, viewing co-production as a stage for meeting a growing service issues that neither government agencies nor citizens have enough sources to solve. Having said above, the term citizen coproduction is largely used to analyze the role of citizens in the provision of public services. It is at the meantime introduced to a continuing discussion where co-production means the growing organized and long-term involvement of citizens in the production of services (Pestoff 1998 (Pestoff , 2006 (Pestoff , 2012 Vamstad 2007 ).
An overview of ideas and analyses presented above, the term coproduction has been used in different contexts for evaluation. Different contexts may bring about differences in research findings. Sometimes co-production is taken as a general term to cover the joint production of services; other times it has a specific focus on a high level of citizen engagement where its impact makes a difference. However, no matter which form does co-production take, it is clear in its features that distinguish from citizen participation. Clarity in its features requires a careful use of the term. Therefore, this research employs Bovaird's (2007) definition: "(co-production refers to) the provision of services through regular, long-term relationships between professional service providers and service users or other members of the community, where all parties make substantial resource contributions".
Co-production, according to the definition, implies a joint relationship between government agencies and citizens. It involves emphases on service delivery processes and potential influences. It also stresses on efficient through co-productive activities. To improve service efficiency, it requires a solid analysis of the service circle (see Figure 1 ).
Figure 1: Service Circle Insights into China
Research on government capacity in Chinese literature is fragmented and are scattered in different disciplines. By government capacity, Chinese public administration scholars try to cover all features of capacity but failed to recognize that contexts matter in to conceptualization. With regard to research methods, studies on government capacity are largely qualitative, lacking quantitative evidences to support theories (Wu and Liu 2008) . Among those studies, Wu (2008) provided two perspectives of understanding government capacity. One perspective focuses on the use of power. It looks into the ability in government agencies in allocating resources for a stable environment of the society (Wu 2008). The second approach points to policy implementation. The stronger policymaking ability the government has, the more policy capacity will be improved. This contributes to efficient service delivery for a sustainable development (Wu 2008 Interpretations of the term government capacity are various and multi-dimensional. But it is still unclear. As service delivery becomes vital to the operation of government agencies, the issue of capacity building must take full account of not only policy delivery but also the external environment where governments at the local level rely on. The conceptual framework forms its basis for the analysis of government capacity, citizen co-production and their linkage. It fulfills the studies under review. 
A conceptual framework
In this framework, two theoretical streams are developed to conceptualize the capacity body in this study (see Table 1 ). The organization theory addresses government capacity or capacity building in local governments from a management perspective. It focuses on the government's ability of policy-making. GPP identified three main dimensions of capacity by conducting a wide-spread empirical investigation in both federal and local agencies: financial management capacity, human resource management capacity and institutional capacity (Ingraham et al. 2003) . This literature points government capacity within organizations. There are several factors that influence capacity for example the management system, human capital, financial resources, leadership etc. (Ingraham et al. 2003; Yang and Pandey 2011) . The organization literature suggests that given a stable political and economic environment of the government, strong organizational stability is positively associated with organizational capacity (Ingraham 2003; Berman and Wang 2000) . This means that government with strong abilities of utilizing resources is able to strengthen its capacity.
Another stream developed by the study is collaborative capacity. It indicates a collaborative relationship to be built between government agencies and citizens in service provision. According to citizen co-production theory, citizens do not simply receive services; they are also involved in designing and coproducing service (Ostrom 1977; Bjur and Siegel; 1977; Whitaker 1980; Percy 1984; Alford 1993; Alford 2012) . Citizens' contribution of their knowledge and skills in service provision has potential influence in problem-solving; their observations of to what extent are services in need and to what degree are services in distribution serve an important element of capacity advancement.
Why is the collaborative dimension of capacity developed? The citizen co-production approach requires citizens' inputs including their knowledge, resources and ability in providing services. It suggests an important role that they play in co-producing services with government agencies. Through co-producing, government agencies are likely to be more aware of the requirements, needs and demands of citizens. In this sense, government agencies are more capable in pursuing organizational goals by adjusting its management strategy towards an efficient service delivery.
It is important to note that government capacity and citizen co-production interact and influence each other simultaneously. Different dimensions of capacity place different impact on achieving effective citizen co-production. The organizational perception emphasizes government capacity in policy formulation; the citizen co-production perspective focuses on the implementation process in service delivery where collaborative capacity is anticipated to be achieved. Citizens' attitude and will of engagement is linked with the service provision process. The level of engagement has an impact on the relationship of citizens and government agencies. How governments respond to citizens' demands influences to what extent citizens co-produce. Therefore, the relationship between government capacity and citizen co-production can be reciprocal, reflected as a bidirectional arrow in the framework ( see Table 1 ).
Methods
The literature on capacity and citizen co-production in local governments is located mainly in the Anglophone public administration journals. While not all of the articles coming out feature the research question thus the researcher reviews them by hand from the period 1960 to 2013. Third, followed by this searching procedure, it resulted 147 articles in total that address questions of government capacity and citizen co-production.
Examination of these articles goes in greater depth. But before turning those articles into analysis, one issue needs to be considered: what are the common features of those study findings that serve the purpose of cumulating evidence for this study? By adopting the "support score" meta-analytic technique, the unit of analysis is an organization. Key variables for searching are government capacity, management capacity, citizen co-production and service delivery. Among them, citizen co-production is operationalized as dependent variable. This procedure results in 105 articles which directly touch upon government capacity and citizen co-production. The review process uncovers not only published journal articles but also unpublished ones including conference papers, reports of academic institutions and documents of NGOs which embody a clear research, methods and discussions. The procedure is undertaken to meet the basic requirements of theoretical and methodological discipline. Figure 2 shows the flow-diagram for the search strategy. 
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The second part of searching deals with citizen co-production. It excludes studies on citizen participation and citizen engagement due to the nature of citizen co-production which strictly distinguishes from the two. This process results in sixty two articles. Three out of them were published in 1960-1980; seven more were published in 1981-2000. Thirty-four were published in the 2000s and eighteen in 2011-2013. Interest in co-production research experienced a sharp increase in 2010 with sixteen articles published which accounts for about twenty-five point eight percent among the sixty-two articles examined. Studies are conducted in both quantitative and qualitative methods. Thirtyfour are empirical studies with data interpretation from findings and twenty-eight are theoretical analyses. Table 4 lists the main approaches of citizen co-production research. It evaluates the anticipated impact of citizen coproduction on government operation at the local level based on the empirical finding of studies under review.
Meta-analysis
The meta-analysis is adopted to combine and integrate the results of the empirical findings by calculating the percentage of statistical tests that support the hypothesis of a positive or negative association of government capacity and citizen co-production. The purpose of this part is to summarize and evaluate evidence produced by empirical studies of government capacity and citizen co-production. The focus is on articles that study capacity and coproduction as their key concepts which are operationalized.
Government capacity evidence
To ensure that the analysis of government capacity evidence is valid, this study covers both theoretical and empirical articles. Among them, more than two thirds of assessments of government capacity are qualitative, with a strong emphasis on policy-making process with the bureaucracy. Findings from those studies regarding capacity building range from "a conceptual issue" to "a management problem". All the results suggest that government capacity building is more than a conceptual issue. They all point to resources that are to be further developed to advance local government capacity. But those studies did not make it clear as to resources to be developed are from internal or external environment. Only two studies report that the citizen factor is positively associated with local government capacity building. They addressed the issue of citizens' inputs that helps re/build a foundation for capacity advancement/building at the local level. However the implication of citizens' inputs on government capacity is not strong because there is no follow-up study that evaluates the outcome of citizens' inputs. Therefore to what extent citizens' input affect government capacity building is unknown. If more empirical studies are conducted with a focus on addressing this problem then more evidence can be shown in testing the hypothesis.
However the empirical evidence appears to suggest the importance of "externality" to government capacity building process. Furthermore, it points to the internal constraints that prevent local governments from strengthening their capacity. CBP (Capacity Building Program) finds that the need to focus on capacity building should go across full dimensions. The results of the empirical studies imply that government capacity is likely to be improved through management capacity advancement in organizations, clear measurements of performance, adequate resources for operation and citizens' contribution in public service provision.
Understanding the big picture of government capacity is still challenging because of limited empirical evidence available in public administration literature. An overall evaluation of the studies suggests that perceiving capacity only from the organizational perspective is questionable. As the summary in Table 2 demonstrates, most studies are normative in explaining government capacity with the main focus on policy-making, without any empirical data to support the arguments. Due to methodological limitations, a majority of the studies did not evaluate whether the factors that influence capacity building are statistically significant.
Citizen co-production evidence
The operationalization of the term citizen co-production is never easy due to the fact that co-production research in public administration has only less than twenty years' history. Definitions vary because of different criteria in conceptualizing this concept.
To ensure a comprehensive set of evidence on citizen coproduction, this study covers research on citizen co-production of various kinds in public administration literature. Evidence is collected from co-production activities which are either initiated by government agencies or promoted by citizens as long as they are joint production in service delivery.
All the studies reviewed imply that the government matters to citizen co-production. Among empirical studies, all of them are conducted in European countries. No studies on citizen coproduction of Asian countries are introduced in top journals of public administration. Perception of citizen co-production is multidimensional, referring to different co-producers in service provision. Take education as an example, citizen co-production takes place through joint efforts by teachers, parents, educators and students. The implication is that the measurement of service outcome through citizen co-production needs to be evaluated comprehensively by producing more quantifiable evidence.
First, the level of citizen co-production is not measured in most of the studies so that we can hardly find any empirical data that systematically assess the outcome of citizen co-production. However correlates of co-production in service delivery are examined in some quantitative studies (Parrado et al. 2013 ). There are two reasons for this. First, conducting quantitative research requires a rigorous sample with a wide range of units of analysis. Due to the fact that co-production practices are not widely spreading cross countries, collecting data from co-production practices available can be difficult. As more studies are focusing on what affects co-production, a fundamental question that needs to be addressed first is what effective citizen co-production is. Second, co-production studies experienced a revival since its' introduction of less than twenty years, most current articles are on Second, there is hardly any cross-country comparison of citizen coproduction practices in the studies reviewed. There is only one empirical study that systematically examines determinants of and influences on citizen co-production in five nations. It is conducted in the UK, France, Germany, Denmark and the Czech Republic. It focused on three service areas: public safety, the environment and health. One important finding from this study suggests that citizens can make a difference in service provision through joint efforts with government agencies. Even though determinants are explored, it is still difficult to tell which one is more important over another. More evidence needs to be produced that assess that impact of citizen co-production on either government performance or government capacity in service provision. Currently, the comparative picture remains unclear. More evident studies on this topic becomes available, more knowledge and experiences of co-production can be acquired.
Discussion
This study has reviewed evidence on government capacity and citizen co-production in public services. The review of the 105 articles investigates two different approaches of perceiving government capacity and citizen co-production practices in European countries. The findings from meta-analysis point toward a joint relationship between government agencies and citizens. One characteristic of these findings is that they are typically drawn from studies in the US (government capacity) and Europe (citizen co-production).
Discussions over approaches to government capacity study are extending to a wider range that covers service delivery as an important dimension. However empirical studies on this focus are still a limited body of knowledge. The importance of government capacity in achieving co-production is implied in some of the studies however the capacity-citizen co-production relationship in literature has not been fully tested. What the researcher finds in the meta-analysis suggests that management matters to citizen coproduction.
In the review process, the researcher finds that related concepts are used when referred to citizen co-production in public administration literature: citizen engagement or citizen involvement. To ensure articles reviewed follow citizen coproduction concept and its features, studies with a citizen engagement or citizen involvement title but do not have coproduction outcome are excluded in analysis. One conclusion drawn from the analysis is that the domains in which citizen coproduction occurs have not been fully examined. Some studies take public services as a general term in perceiving citizen coproduction. Thus, additional research is needed on each of the domain of public services. As the summary in Table 4 shows, citizen co-production can be influenced by governments' operation, particularly how government agencies manage and respond to citizens' demands. The testing of the relationship between the two requires evidence in more detail to achieve knowledge advancement and make future integrative studies possible.
It is noted that the first part of the study regarding the theoretical preoccupations are mainly from US and Europe studies. Perceptions and observations towards the two key concepts tend to be present a western logic. To make sure the validity of the theoretical conclusions are legitimate, it is important to combine research from both the West and the East in future studies. If we can collect evidence from more cross-nation studies, it will make a big step forward in this field. The second part deals with empirical evidence or implications. The findings suggest that the advancement of government capacity at the local level is affected by both internal and external factors. External factors are less addressed in previous studies. Citizen co-production concerns more on government capacity in service delivery, particularly the collaborative capacity by engaging citizens to achieve an anticipated outcome. In achieving this, it is necessary to know the determinants of citizen co-production. Eventually impacts of citizen co-production can be evaluated.
This study has some limitations. First, not all studies on citizen coproduction are published in the public administration area. Some studies may be found in non-profit organization or voluntary organization studies. These studies can also be included as part of data analysis to generate a full picture. Second, due to limited empirical studies available on government capacity and citizen co-production, the government capacitycitizen co-production relationship has not been comprehensively assessed. An in-depth evaluation of it can be helpful. It requires first a better operationalization of both concepts. For future research, a more systematical meta-analysis is needed that reports the study size and effect sizes; it is also necessary to comprehensively assess the outcome of citizen co-production. This in consequence enables to answer the question of which type of government capacity is most required.
Conclusion
Given the relatively unexamined nature of this study focus particularly citizen co-production; it is a tentative and explorative study which needs continuous study and investigation. As citizens' role in public service provision becomes active, governments particularly at the local level are more award of the relationship with citizens that needs to be established. Their capacity in service delivery should not be overlooked. Therefore, this is an important research area that can contribute to our understanding of government capacity and citizen co-production and the practices in service delivery.
